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IN SITU GROUNDWATER CLASS FICATION AND RESTORATION

GARY BEACH, WQD: Inthe WQ Chapter 8 groundwater regulations, if you turn to page 5, Section
4 (d) talksabout how youdassfy groundwaters in the State of Wyoming. We have aclassfication sysem
inour WQD regulations that talks about Class| waters which are generdly those high classwatersthat are
used for domestic drinking. They have the best qudity of water.

Then we have Class || waters which are used for agriculturd purposes where you may draw water to
irrigate for agriculture.

We have Class |11 waters which are used for livestock.

We have Class|V waters which are in many casesspecia waters. 1t may bewatersfor body systemslike
fisheries



Then we have Class V waters which are generdly waters which are unsuiteble for other than indugtrid
puUrposes.

We have a dasdfication system in our rules and we use that in the State of Wyoming to dassfy
groundwaters, primarily in the case that we're taking about today, so that we then can begin to make a
judgement on restoring those aguifersif they’ ve beenpolluted. Inthiscase, by the processof inStumining.

There is a clause under Section 5 (a) on page 8. It talks about technical practicability and economic
reasonabl eness of treating ambient water quaityto meet usesuitabilitystandards. Thishasbeeninterpreted
to mean that if it’ stechnica to treat a parameter then you should use a higher class of water when you're
dassfying. Let me give you an example: let’s say that we have awater that, except for one parameter,
would be a Class| water. Let’s use radium since that’ s the one we're talking about today. Often times
in uranium deposits you'll find radium higher and that makes sense becauise you' ve got uranium in those
aquifers. You'll find radium higher thanthe standard. The standard is 5 picoCuries per liter (pCi/l). Let's
assume radium was 50 picoCuries per liter but when you look at the classfication system, dl the other
parameters would classfy that water as a Class| suitable for drinking except for radium. In the past we
have sad that if there is a economicd treatment system that could remove radium down to alevd to the
5 picoCuriesper liter so it would be suitable for drinking, thenwewill protect that water asaClass| water.
In the past we have used the Smple device of home treatment like a salt removal system and water
softening system as away that you could remove radium fromthe water and makeit potable for use. With
that in mind, we have concluded in the past that those waters up to 100 picoCuries per liter, because we
fdt a Imple home softening system could remove up to 100 picoCuriesper liter, could remove the radium
and therefor make that water a Class| water. More recently, and | think primarily at the encouragement
of the industry, we have rethought that policy. When we looked at the policy and reviewed it again, what
we redized is if someone had a system like that in their home and they were removing radium, what they
would be generating is ahazardous waste. They would be generating a radio-active waste and probably
there may be some gas radium by-products associated with that. | think in our reevauation of our
consderationof isit economical and reasonable to treat radium, we have concluded that probably awise
person would not be doing that for the reasons that you would essentidly, in your water softener, be
developing aradio-active waste. Then you'd have to remove that materid and somehow dedl with that
waste. Our suggestions have been that we remove the treatability product or radium from our policy.
That' s the primary change thet you'll seeinthis.

The other change isto clarify the classification. Once an applicant comesin and proposes aproject to in
Stu mine the uranium, we have to do two things 1) we have to get an aquifer exemption from the US
Environmenta Protection Agency whichessentidly says thisaquiferisexempt fromprotectionas adrinking
water source and, 2) it has to meet certain conditions to get that exemption. Essentidly we haveto find
it. Itisn't usable asadrinking water source. | think if you look at the minerdization of that aguifer, that's
how you judtify that exemption.

We aso, smultaneoudy through our regulations, reclassify that aquifer to bea ClassV minerd commercid
aquifer under the requirement of (d)(viii)(B) on page 7 of the WQ Rulesand Regulations, Chapter 8, which
talks about discharges into a Class V minerd commercia groundwater of the State shall be for the
purpose of the production........ and shall not result inthe degradation or pollution of the associated
groundwater. It dsogoesontosay that if it is determined by the Administrator that a return to the



background quality cannot be achieved, the affected groundwater will, at a minimum, be returned
to a condition and quality consistent with the pre-discharge use suitability of the water.

What | will tell youprobably inpractica gpplicationisthat this change meansiif you remove the tregtability
requirements for radium and most dl of these aquifers in the mineraized zone where they produce the
radium for the uranium, will bea Class1V aquifer, meaningindudtriad use. So your restoration requirements
essentidly will be that you restore it using Best Avallable Technology (BAT) to achieve the best you can
and you aso have to protect the adjacent aguifers which many times may be a Class | water....a high
qudity next to the minerdized zone.

That would be the background | could give. That’sared fast and probably complex discusson of it. Rick,
do you have something you would add?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Not at this time. Maybe it would be appropriate to take comments from
industry and the public.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Mr. Loomis, | noticed you signed the Wyoming Mining Association’s
letter of November 8. Would you like to go over that piece of correspondence so that we have a better
understanding of what you have presented within it?

MARIONLOOMIS, WMA: Mr. Chairman, what we did was redo the policy with the changesin astrike
and underline format.

We'd like to see a little language added in there to darify what the production zone is. We were little
confused about whether the areaincluded just the ore zone or went out to the area between the monitor
well and the ore zone. The areawithin the monitoring wellswould dl be part of the production zone. We
wanted to make sure that that is what was actudly being regulated. It would not include the monitor well
but everything fromthe monitor well through the ore zone would be part of the production zone and would
come under this classfication for ClassV. We have three areas of question. That was the first one.

The second one wasthe definitionof Best Practical Technology (BAT). Therewas specific legidation put
inthe datutes in 1978 that regulated solution mining for uranium and it was very specific. 1t'sbeeninthe
satutes for yearsand it redly appliesto no other industry except ingtu. 1t hasadefinition of Best Practica
Technology and it has a definitionthat we ve continued to rly onwhichis groundwater restoration. 1t says,
groundwater restoration means the conditionachieved whenthe qudity of al groundwater affected by the
injectionof recovery fluidsis returned to a quaity of use equal to or better thanand consstent with the uses
for whichthe water was suitable prior to the operation by employing the Best Practical Technology. We ve
taken exception to the department’ s interpretation on this suitability thing for many years. Wethink that
thislanguage that’ sinhereis appropriate and compliesand tiesinto the statute. Once again, that’ stheonly
place that that definition actudly falsin the Satute.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: If the qudity under the old guiddines was Class | water and it could
be purified withawater softener, are you saying that your definition of returning it to class of use would be
good enoughif it returned it to the old definitionwhichwaswhat it was at the time that youtested the water
prior to the mining? Or are you saying that youwould returnit to what isnow aClass| or assuming it was
Class| use? Do you understand the question?



MARION LOOMIS, WMA: If you had an ore zone there, there is no way that that water would ever
be anything but ClassV becauseit’ sgot radium in the water. 1t would never be of suitable usefor drinking
water.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Okay. Wéll, then what's the difference between class of use and
BAT?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: When they came out with the regulations they said you had to use the
suitability or trestability in order to determine the classfication. When you did that youmight end up with
something other than Class V but if you look at the class of use it would never be suitable for drinking
water.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Could it get to Class 111?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: No. Not in anaturd condition. You'd have to tregt it to get to anything
aboveit. | can’'t imagine an ore zone that would be Class| or Il. | supposeit’'spossible. If it was, then
certainly that’ swhat you’ d have to go to when it was going back. | can’t imagine the oresbeing there, the
minera being there, and having that high a classfication.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: So wha you're saying is you don't wanna have to turn what was
aways classfied water into Class |1 water?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Right. We could but the way the regulations were written that was what we
had to try to do even though we recognized that we could never get back to that because the natural
uranium is ill going to be there and Hill have radium in the water.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Understood. You pump it back into the ground it's Class Il, it
tunsinto Class V.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Right. The Best Practical Technology (BPT) was the second point and we
were concerned that the operator would be required to.....every operator would be required to do the
same thing and what is the BPT for one operation and one aguifer might not be the BPT for another one
with different aquifer or different geological conditions. Each of the mining permits have conditions and
dipulations as to what's going to be the BPT for thar operation. We would like to keep BPT asaste
specific and based on your permit.

The last point was the use of atransport modding. Y ou may achieve arestoration very quickly that takes
you back to qudity of use. If you achieve that very quickly and can show that you achieved it, then we
see no reason why you should have to do extensve modeling to show that. It's expensive and time
consuming. Thetime when you would use modding isif you can't get back to that low basdine and then
you would use moddling to show what it'll be over a time period that will return it to a condition which
would be congstent with the quality of use.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: So, your point Marion, is thet if you've aready achieved the class of
use and modding, at that point, it isfutile in a sense or not necessary.



MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Right.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: That's just a daification so that it's not a requirement that you dways
have to modd.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Right. We suggested that in order to do that, that you use some of the
language that’ sout of the V oluntary Remediation portion of therulesand the statutesin order to accomplish
that.

Mr. Chairman, those are my commentsand Donna, Steve, or Paul candaborate on something | may have
missed.

Yesmd am?

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: Can | get darification on something? Y ou mentioned having the monitoring
wells as part of the production zone?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: No, the monitoring wells would not be part of the production zone but
everything from that through the ore zone would be part of the production zone.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: So the monitoring wells would need to meet the requirements for the class
of use?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: They would go to background.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: The monitor wdls as Gary described may be Class 1
drinking water so wewould be required to returnthe groundwater at that monitor well to it's classfication.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: But what you're saying is from that point towards the production.... not
induding the monitoring well.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Right. The concern | think is that the production zone would only be the
ore zone and there would be no room between that and the monitor well. We want to make sure that
production zone has to include some area between your ore zone and the monitoring well.

?: 1 think dl we' re saying hereis here sthe well fidd here and here' sthe monitor ring and we're just saying
dl thisareaingdeisthe production zone but this monitor ring defines the other water. So if the monitoring
wedls are Class 1 then stay Class 1 and everything indde there would be Class 5. It'sjugt forming the
boundary.

BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: Then | have a question on page 6 of the memorandum that we
received....

BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: I’'monly going to refer to one word and maybe you can reference it
up onthe map youjust showed. It uses the term*influence’ of the productionwells. Now will the monitor
wedlsbethe outside....| meanthat linethat is shown there around the monitor wells, will that be the outside
limits of the influence of the production wells?



MARION LOOMIS, WMA: It would have to be someplace between here and here. It couldn’t get to
here. If it got to therethenyou' re affecting the areainthe monitoring well and you' d have to clean that up.

BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: My concern was that the influence would go beyond that but you're
saying that under no conditions the influence would go beyond the monitor wells.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Right. If it did that would be caled an excurson and we would have to
clean that back up o that anything that we would impact would be presumably back here but since this
is going to be a productionwel or aninjection well, the injection well is going to come out. Y ou will have
someinfluenceinthisarea. And thisisamaximum of 500 feet. We re not talking miles.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: One point of clarification....the monitor well rings can be consdered like
apoint of compliance that idedlly the impact from the production wells, injection wells, will not be that far
out. That isthe point of compliance that we measure to determine if they have an excurson. When they
have the injectionwdls and they inject into the aquifer, there is aflare factor that goes out beyond that last
wdl. So, theré's some measure of feet. It's been discussed how many feet that is. It goes back to the
mining efficiency that that wel is in good balance and that the flare factor is not redl large. If things go
wrong, then it goesway out to the monitor well rings and you have an excurson. The question is, where
does that line get drawn as far as this Class V desgnation? It's clear that the monitor well ring is not
included and that’s the main point because that is the point of compliance. Idedly the mines don't want
their stuff to go out that far either because that’ s more water to clean up.

PAIGE SMITH, LQD: | have apractica question and I’'m not ahydrologist but it dmost sounds like you
have to have another inner ring to detect any excursionbeforeit got to the monitoring wel because you're
relying on the monitor well to be your tota canary. It dmost seems like you' d have to have another ring
between the production zone and your monitor well because you don't want it to get to your monitor well.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: That's the point. We don’'t want to have another ring in there. The monitor
well would be the point at which compliance is determined. So if you're clean at the monitor wel then
you' ve achieved restoration. 'Y our production zone is ingde the monitor well through your well fied.

PAIGE SMITH, LQD: What would happen if your monitor well is showing some elevated level that you
don’t want to have? What do you do then?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: You would have to restore it and clean up until it did not show an impact
a that monitor well.

PAIGE SMITH, LQD: Would you assume a 500 foot contamination between the production zone and
the monitor wdl then?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: You don't assume any contamingion. You assume that a some point
you're going to be a Class V indde of that area but you don’'t know exactly where that's going to be
because you' re not going to punch wells every 50 feet from the production zone.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: It says 500 feet typicaly but between the overlay monitor wels and the
production zone, isthere aname for this area between here and here?



PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: | guess you would cdl it a buffer area but we've never called it
anything. | think what we need to make sure we understand isthet thisis highly idedlized and 500 feet is
betweenthe nearest injectionwel to the nearest monitor well. That's the maximum distance they canhave
betweeneachother. Thisareahere, if youlook &t it on arestoration basis, if you get an excursion out here
youhaveto take some action, it' srequired. It'sinyour permit and | believeit’ srequired in the regulations.
Y ou have to have some immediate action even duringoperations. Thisisn't during restoration. At any time
that occurs you will teke action immediately. That action can be ether increasing your pumping rate to
remove morewater out to draw...whatever plumes out the back end. 'Y ou have to make some immediate
change inyour operations and it’'s not an option. Y ou have to do something to correct that excursion. If
you have the monitor wellstoo close, you'll have alot of false positives because you get too close to the
influence of the wdll fidd. Y ou're deding with dynamic sysemsin here. During retoration, any eevated
condtituents that would be outside the exact pattern area would be cleaned up as part of the restoration.
The same mechanismthat got them out there to the operations of the pattern, the sweeps or the flares, as
Rick mentioned, thosewould a so be part of the restoration effort too because youwould be sweeping the
clean water aswell to those areas. Any impacts you have outsde the pattern area within the production
zone would be part of the clean-up process.

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: I'm like Paige....what you're redly asking is that you've got a basic
technology and you would like to have a buffer zone within that mining of 500 feet based on your
technology to manipulate back and forthnot only the mining but the clean-up but anything out of thet buffer
grip of 500 feet, that' s the type 1 or good water, insde that based on your technology you've got alittle
freedom because it's under ground to work with but you' ve got a definite boundary. Isthat right?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Remember, we would be restoring everything to qudity of use inside of
that area....production zone.

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: Within that buffer zone, it's Class V, outdde it's Class 1 or whatever.

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: Some of these may be Class IV. Also, we sample dl these wells
in here to establish what our background concentrations are so | guessit's a guiddine. A ot of times
there Il be ore out here that’s not economic. Thisis an economic process. It's an economic recovery of
minerds. You'll have uneven proportions of ore outside of it that would still be Class V but it's not part
of the pattern area so that minerdization would aso influence ground water qudity whether we re mining
or not.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Any other questions? Production zone monitoring wells saysit's azone
but actudly it's just a boundary line between the blue and red here. That is not part of the zone isit?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: It's not part of the ore zone but it would be part of the production zone as
defined here.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Okay.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: That would al be the production zone but it would not include the monitor
wall.

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: I might back up in terms of the monitor wells and the classification process



whichmight hep because we sort of started inthe middle instead of at the beginning. Paul touched on the
beginning but if I can borrow your drawing, I'll point some things out.

There's actudly four sets of monitor wellsin anin Stuwdl fidd. Y ou have what's caled amonitor well
ring which isal these out here. You'll have monitoring wells within these pattern areas and thenyou have
monitor wells in the overlying aquifer and the underlying aquifer. Soyou redly havefour different setsand
we need to be sure we're dl talking about the same set.

Whenawdl fidd isfirg thought of, dl these wells are ingtdled and you start taking what's cdled basdine
sampling and then the dassification process starts from baseline sampling. Where they think al their
injection and production wdls are, the water qudity of these wellsis averaged and you come up with a
classfication - Class | through IV. ClassV doesn't comein until later but then out here you go well by
well. Individud wells are not averaged. 1t maybeaClassl, Classl, Class| and then you'll have a Class
I11 and then you'll have aClass| but thisis averaged. Y ou may want this area exempt and that’s where
the ClassV comesin. In order to get an EPA aquifer exemption, you need to be able to have aClass vV
whichisthe minera commercid. The way the production zone was defined, youlook at the actua pattern
area of each injection well and each production wel, and look a how much the flare factor is around it.
In other words, you don’t want to make this too huge or you' Il wind up with an excursion. 'Y ou want to
make it farly effident because you don't want to use a bunch of exiviant, the injection flud that helps
disolve this stuff. 1t's just abaancing of the injectionand the production. That’s how we' ve dways sort
of looked at production zone - it doesn’t go dl the way out here. 1t looks a mining efficiency in terms of
whereit is between the two. Hopefully that helps clarify some things.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: What about the overlying and underlying aquifers? How are those assessed
for water quaity? Well by well or averaged?

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: They'rewell by well.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: It seems to me that we need to be very specific when we're taking about
monitoring wellslike if there s three or four different types.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Mr. Charman, in dl cases the monitor wels are going to have to be
background, right Donna?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Class of use. Mr. Charman, I'm Donna Wichers with
COGEMA Mining and | just wanted to add a point to Roberta' s statement. She mentioned that EPA
classfies the wel fidd, exempts the aquifer and that’s very true. One thing that you have to remember
though isthat EPA exempts the aguifer out to the monitor well ring which iswhat we are askingfor. We
fed that the monitor wells are not part of the production zone but the area between the pattern area and
the monitor welsis. That will be consstent with the EPA aguifer exemption. If we go with just the pattern
area, that will be inconsstent with what EPA has already granted these operations. That’swhy we say in
our language that it is consistent with EPA’ s aquifer exemption process. When they dassfy the water is
ClassV.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: | have had conversations with the Mining Association and the
operators as an industry representative. | think they’ re not asking for any mgjor changes. They're asking
for dlarification of some language because the way the current memo was written that zone between the



ring of monitor wells within the aquifer that we reextracting the ore and the ore production. That areain
there iskind of a no-mans land or undefined as where it is. Sinceit is granted the exemption by EPA it
would seem only logicd to include it in the production zone. It doesn’t change what they're doing. It
doesn’t change their requirements for clean-up or restoration. It just Smply tdlsyou that thisiswhat we're
dedling with.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Before we move on, are there any other comments from other board
members? Yes, Jm?

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: This is a different part of the response here....but the use of the
groundwater fate and transport modeling.....I’'m not familiar enough with the modeling process. Is there any
danger that if you obtain the quick results that that could change later or will the monitoring continue to ensure
that that does not change later?

MARIONLOOMIS, WMA: You have a curve that comes down and there’ s gonna have to be discusson
withthe department whenyou have reached the point that it's going thisway. | would assume that’ sgoing
to have to be negotiated site specificaly for each mine. | think that’ swhat we re proposing isif you have
something in your permit that is particular to your aquifer, your mine, and what you agreed to do in your
permit, that ought to be what controls that. Not applying the same modeling to every operation and having
acookie cutter type of requirement. Donnaisthat accurate?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Yegh, | think so. The department mentions in here some
monitoring to verify the modd and we ve not suggested any changesto thet.

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: | just want to darify one thing. You're talking about quick results.
| assume you meant for restoration? We do have to do a stability monitoring period where you monitor
after restoration was deemed complete, everything was stable. All pumps are shut off when youmonitor
for 9 months ayear or however long it takes for there to be a demongtration of stability.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Tha was my question.

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: That's determined in your permitting process prior to the starting
of operations. You st that time as part of beingaminimumthere. AsDonnadaified, if weget to apoint
wherewe' re going to be usng fate and transport modeling for some other reasonto determine whether it's
going to be animpact withthe production zone solutions to the groundwater outs de of the productionzone
then whether there' s any monitoring or not to demondirate, that’ s something that’ s done on a site specific
basis.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: One concern | had about the use of fate and transport modding is the
language proposed by the WMA talks about either the background or the class of use. | think they have
the argument if they achieve background even though the groundwater chemigiry is probably different at
least it's more to the parameters of what was there before. If you go to class of use, you may have some
parameters that were red low pre-mine and now are rea high but sill meets class of use and those
parameters are the onesthat we' re concerned about maybe migrating off-site. I’ m concerned about saying
if youmeet class of usethere’ sno modding ever required because we may have concerns of some of those
condituentsthat are alot higher than background that has potentia to migrate off-site and impact class of
waters outsde the production zone. That’'s my concern with their proposed language.



DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Rick, when| first read our own language | sort of thought
the same thing but what we're saying here isif we restore to background, we don’t do the modding. If
we retore the well field to the class of use of the monitor well, we don’t do fate and transport modeling.
I after the gpplication of BPT groundwater within the production zone cannot be returned to background
or to the class of use of the groundwater outside the production zone, then we don’t necessarily have to
do themodding. If for some reason we have Class |11 asthe monitor well use, if we restore that well field
to Class 11, that' s what we' re saying, that it shouldn't get any worse a the monitor well.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: If you have some case where some of the monitor wellsare Class | and
Class 111, how do you propose that would work out?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: | think you probably want to work that out as a Ste-gpecific thing
because dl your monitoring wells are Ste specific. At Smith Ranch, our monitor wells are classified. We
have varying cassficaions for our monitor wellswhich are around it. | think that'd be something we'd
have to work out withthe agency at that time. When you state you' re done with restoration, you' ve gone
on the stability as part of the restoration completion report and it gets approved, there would have to be
some condderation for that or for the action.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: | guess I'm struggling with this language because what you're proposing
is that if after application of BPT groundwater within the production zone cannot be returned to

background. Then it goes on or class of use of groundwater outside of the production zone. My
question is if you go one paragraph above in the middle which says the standard is the restoration to
premining class of use. If that's our standard to put it back to the previous background or classof use,
why are we talking about a “if” the application of BPT groundwater within the production zone
cannot be returned. | question whether that’ s even acceptable to even consider that.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: The datute on in Stu restoration has two standards if you want to cdl it
that. Thefird effort is to achieve background. The second one using BPT to achieve classof use. The
initid god isthat you plan to restore to background. 1f you can’t do that thenthe ceding may say isdass
of use. So there' stwo standards or agod and astandard...how ever youwant to look at it but there are
two items there.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Okay, | understand the background. If we can't return to background
we're going to class of use but this reads or the class of use of the groundwater outside the production
zone. That would seem to infer that the only time that modeling would be applied.....well we could look
at agtuationwherewe' re not evengoing to meet the classof usein the production zone. To me that’ sthe
standard as you related it that we have to achieve one of those two.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: | think it could be clarified there because clearly it is the class of use
when the production zoneis the requirement. | believewhat they' retrying to say isthat for the monitoring
question, this language only appliesto whether or not you do monitoring and does not impact the actua
restoration.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: Y ou mean the modeling?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: The modding, excuse me, yes. So it could be darified there.
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BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Gary and Rick, in the present operations that we have, have we had to
go out past the production zone monitoring wells? Have we had incidents that we found that we had to go
beyond that in the present operations?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: There have been excurdons at some operations where the monitor well
did show that the injection fluid had migrated out thet far. They’ rerequired to take corrective actionto pull
that water back in and clean up the water in that area. We have not, to my knowledge, required an
additiond well outsde the monitor well ring. Although, that would be a possibility if they could not clean
up that water. We fed we have that right to say, “Let’sfind out how far thiswater has gone.”

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Harry, did that answer your question?
BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Yes.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: So, your office could cdl for a well beyond the known production
zone wells?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: | think if they falled to control the excursion of the monitor well ring. |
think we have the power to require additiona wellsto track where that water has gone and what’s going
on there.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Does the Association...do you have that same........

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Mr. Chairman, the Adminigirator hastremendous authority to do whatever
he wants to do and as long as you' re producing they canrequiredl kinds of things and what we re talking
about inthisisrestoration. Certainly during production, if there’ san excursion out therethey’ re gonnahave
to do whatever it takes to get that handled but that’s gonna happen as they're producing. What we're
looking at hereisredlly restoration - what you make sure that it's back to. | take some exceptionto Rick
saying that the atutes say that you first restore to background. The statute as | read for instu, saysthat
youreturnto use. Now therulesand regul ationsthat were adopted had that two-prong comment that Rick
talked about but the statute says quadity of usefor in Situ only.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Thank you Mr. Loomis. Unless there' s some questions from the board
maybe we should open it up more to the public. | think the gentleman in the back had his hand up.

ROB BONER, LANDOWNER: I'm a landowner in the PRI operationd area. | have a couple
questions for Mr. Loomis for clarification.

Your expansion of the production zone, is that to include the monitor ring? Would thet be drictly in the
horizonta surface? 'Y ou wouldn'’t include the monitor wells above and below the production zone, would
you, for the ore body?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: We have a representative from PRI here that could answer better than |
can but it'smy understanding that in no case can your monitor wells be impacted. Y ou're going to have
to restore to background at the monitor wells. Verticdly, horizonaly you' re going to have to be back at
that point. Donnaor Steve do you want to elaborate on that?
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PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: The monitor wdls are what's known as the background, | guess.
The same thing with the overlying and underlying aquifers. They are not part of the exempted aquifer.
Monitor wells, the production zone which isthis horizontal zone where we' re mining, those represent the
outward boundary of the aguifer exemption...the exempted aquifer. Thereis no exempted aquifer in the
overlying and underlying so we' re not proposing to expand the production zone to incorporate overlying
or underlying aquifers at al. Those are not part of the scope of the exempted aquifers.

ROB BONER, LANDOWNER: That'swhat | wastrying to get adefinition of - the expansion of the
production zone but the Mining Associations proposd isto include up to the monitor wells, correct, and
not verticaly?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: | don't think we're proposing to expand anything. | think we
want to make sureit’ sunderstood in the language when you talk about production zone, what production
zone means because there' s definitions that we're dedling with.  Production zone as we, the agency and
us, understand it, is the exempted aquifer. Am | right on that Gary? Is that pretty close to what our
understanding is? The exempted aguifer and the production zone are one in the same?

GARY BEACH, WQD: Can you dtate the question again?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: The question that was asked by Rob Boner was whether we were
proposing to expand the production zone to the monitor wels and my response was that we're not
proposing to expand anything. We re just trying to make sure that the description of the production zone
is consstent with the description of an exempted aquifer.

GARY BEACH, WQD: That's my understanding is when they exempt it they exempt the minerdized part
of the zone which obvioudy goes out to whatever you're monitoring wells are.

ROB BONER, LANDOWNER: Therefore, that would not include aguifers above and below the ore
body?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM: That's correct.

ROB BONER, LANDOWNER: Thank you. My other question is that the Mining Association’s
proposal isto change terminology to use BPT to take into account economic reasonableness. My question
would be who defines what's economica reasonable?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: There is a whole long discussion on economic reasonableness but it's an
interpretation of whenyoureach a point where spending millions of dollars more only gets you that much,
whereas you' re aready down thismuch. So there sthis curve that comes down and it doesn’t make any
sense to spend millions of dallars when any advantage or cleaner water is going to be very questionable.
That's a determination that has to be negotiated with the department and they say yeah, it doesn't make
any sense to continue to pour money into this because it’s not going to improve anything. Understanding
that you dill have to get back to the qudity of use, you're not going to bedegradingit. It'snot going to be
left to somethingyoucan't use. If you're using it for livestock water now, it hasto be suitable for livestock
water when you're done.
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ROB BONER, LANDOWNER: Insummary, that would be an on-going did ogue betweenindustry and
DEQ.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: That's my understanding.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: One other thing Marion, economics is discussed in the
datutes.

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Right.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: | hope that answered your questions Mr. Boner. Rick and Gary, is
there a point of dmaost non-returnno matter what you put into it? Do you want to comment on that Rick?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: | think in our policy statement we talked about that concept where you
do your restorationactivitiesand the parameters drop downtoward background and at some point it starts
levding off and you' re not getting much return on your efforts. Some point in that curve it sartsto flatten
out and it’ sundefined whereit isthat the operator and us would sit down and they may say they achieved
the results necessary, here's our graphs showing restoration efforts, we' d review it and see if we fed that
any moreisrequired but someplace in there where it sarts to flatten out like they said is our thought aso.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Board members, does anyone want to comment on that concept or that
part of it? Yes, Rob, you have another question?

ROB BONER, LANDOWNER: Maybe more of acomment askingfor aresponse. Thethird suggested
change about the fate modding. The last paragraph of the suggested change is a remedy shdl be
considered to be protective of humanhedth. Since my knowledge or experience is that these operations
arelocated along distance from population centers, frommy perspective, | would like some consideration
giventothe pre-existing and subsequent activities, basicaly livestock productionand aso take into account
the continuing ongoing use of the land.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Thisis after production or while production is going on?

ROB BONER, LANDOWNER: Theway | understand that paragraph is we do arisk assessment on
what's |eft there and my concern isthat if the only parameter that goesinto that risk assessment ishow it
affects human hedth, 1 would have a concern there. | think maybe it should aso include what the
subsequent use of theland is.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Rick, have we looked into the agricultural aspect of the quality of.....
RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: We fed by returning it back to the class of use at the monitor well ring,
if youlook at fate and transport to make sure that that class of use is not impacted, if agriculturd activities
wasthe use before mining, then our god isto aso protect it after mining. That’ swhy wewant thefate and
transport to make sure that nothing is going to leave the Ste and impact those waters off. That isour god.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Some of the members of both boards represent agriculture. Do you
have a comment on that?
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BOARD MEMBER MUNN: The reclamation at the uranium mine goes back quite a few yearsto earlier
technologiesand this certainly disturbs alot less of the landscape and presents muchlessdifficulty interms
of managing the surface afterwardsinterms of the rdaive disturbance. | think in generd, I’ m not surewhat
the economicsare that drive the system, but thisis certainly easier to deal withthanthe pitsand the mounds
of tallings and dl the things that went on 25 and 30 years ago.

MARK MOXLEY, LQD: Mr. Charman, I'd liketo raise a question and it relates mogly to this concept
of the Size of the ore zone or the production zone extending to the monitor wel ring. One thing we are
charged withisbonding for reclamation and restoration of groundwater. Something we' ve struggled with
over the yearsiswhat isthe flare factor? How far out from your well field is the groundwater influenced
by this operation? So how much bond do we haveto hold for restoration of the groundwater?1f you draw
the line dl the way out to the monitor well rings that dmost means that we have to bond for restoration of
al that groundwater withinthat ring. | know that’s not what' s hgppening but if you define that whole area
as the production zone, you' re saying that potentialy that whole area could be impacted by the operation
and therefore we have to bond for restoration of it. 1'd be interested in industries perspective on that
guestion and how do we addressiit.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Agan, wha we're taking about is aready established.
We're tdking about operational things right now. When we calculate our bond and our restoration
program, each permit is individud. We dl do it a little bit differently because the hydrology of our
production zone is different. So we calculate what our flarefactor should be and our bonds are based on
the caculated flare factor that Mark istaking about. So that's dready established. What we' re talking
about today has nothing to do withthat process. We rejust trying to clarify wherethe class of use changes
for the restoration standard at that well. The bonding as | see it, we' re not affecting anything because
we' ve dready established that.

GARY BEACH, WQD: | understand that these are the monitoring wells and thisis your production zone.
Somewherebetween hereisthe flare or whatever youwant to cdl it. Wedl understand that from thispoint
out they have to protect the groundwater and they conduct their operationsin here. There are no welsin
the middle of here that tdl you anything different. The production zone begins from right here  the edge
of thislinein or the production zone is here because you're not going to know where it is in between. |
don't see wherethis proposal talks about referencing EPA’ s exempt aquifer redly changeswhat higtoricaly
has been done unlesswe want to in concept start trying to imagine some kind of change. | just don't see
that.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Inasurface mine they show on their maps dl the land that is going to be
affected but they may not affect dl that land and we generaly go withwhat they affected and what they plan
to affect that givenyear and we don’t bond for the whole permit area. | guessyou could say theflarefactor
that we settle uponiswhat the limit of impact is expected by this operation. If there’ sanexcurson, wecan
expand that area of impact to include bonding for cleaning up that excurson. | think we have theright to
do so. Sowhen| question the bonding | think that wewould till follow this current mine step that the flare
factor determines the disturbance boundary if you want to cdl it that or impact boundary. | don’t seethat
we need a change there. I’m comfortable with that.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: | guess the bottom line between the Adminigirators of these divisons
and the indudtry iswe darified thisand I'm taking that there isn't that much difference between your two
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datements. It's more of an academic definition but overall it' sthe same. Are there other questions from
the public? Yes?

JILL MORRISON, POWDER RIVER BASIN RESOURCE COUNCIL: Mr. Charman and members
of the board, thank you for the opportunity to provide some comments. We haven't had much time to
review thisproposal whichwe received at the end of October and most of you just got copies of the Mining
Asociation’s proposa.  We do have members and agriculturd producers in the areas where there is
uranium mining and so we have alot of questions and would like moretime for the public and those people
potentidly effected to have an opportunity to review the proposal in more detail and ask more questions.

One of the primary questions is that we understand that thiswill make it much smpler for the industry and
save them some money. Our concernisfor current and future drinking water suppliesin that areabecause
most people are entirely dependent upon the groundwater bothfor livestock and domestic water supplies.
One of the questions we had when we were looking at this proposa is how many of these areas actudly
meet the Class | requirements? If it's determined as Class |, are we going to change it to a Class V
indugtrid usewhenit was being used asa Class | use? Again, | think there's some questions just looking
at the Mining Association’s proposal on this statement that it's important that the entire area within the
monitor well ring be included as part of the exempted aquifer and described asthe productionzone. Agan,
aquestionof how many domestic and livestock wells arein that areathat areinuse? Would they then be
dropped to an industrid classified use?

| think we have more questions thanthat but | haven’t had muchopportunity to vist withpeople about their
concerns and would ask that the board would provide the public withsome more time for review. Thank
you.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Thank you. Any of the board members have questions? Any other
public questions? Yes, Lorie?

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: | aso have some concerns about this language on using risk assessments
because | don’t think it addresses what this woman was saying in terms of future or hypothetical future uses.
| have some concerns about the language. It raises a lot of questions in my mind as to how do we address
something that’s not currently domestic use but is a hypothetical future domestic use to the quality of water?

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Could somebody maybe respond to the two questions that she did
ask? Arethere any domestic wellsin an ore field?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: With the concept of taking out the radium treatability, al
of these orebodiesare goingto be Class V. Therewill be no Class| ore bodies. All of theseore bodies
have radiums over the drinking water stlandard.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Naturaly?
DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Naurdly, yes, a premining basdine conditions. This is

a uranium ore body and there is, sometimes in many cases, other metals and total dissolved solids that
make it not Class| dther.
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In response to the question about are there wells between the well field and.....no. People do not have
wedlsthat they’ re usng within our mining operation. In fact, EPA has a requirement when they exempt an
aquifer, you cannot have someone using the water within this exempted area. It just doesn’t happen.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: Can | ask for a clarification on what | think is important? Say there was a
Class |11 aquifer above your ore body aguifer you're not going to be affecting and this change would not
affect that. You can't affect that. It hasto stay Class 111 or whatever and your mining operation can’t
change that so one hundred yearsfromnow somebody could come in and put awell in that layer for stock
water if that's even an appropriate thing.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Sure, as soon as we reach bond release and our mining
permit is through with, then yes, they can comein and do......(voice fades).

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: | guess I'm still stuck and need clarification from the mining industry on the
use of the risk based assessmentsto demonstrate protectionof groundwater outside the production zone.
Y ou brought it back to the production zone and | clearly understand water qudity within the production
zone but you' re bringing it in outsi de the production zone so | need darification as to why youwant to look
at risk based as opposed to meeting standards outside the productionzone. Especialy when receptorsare
not necessarily human receptors but can be livestock. So why is the use of an aternative approach
important to the mining industry?

GARY BEACH, WQD: | obvioudy didn't recommend thisbut | can try to respond to it and then if I'm
incorrect I'm sure the Association will correct me.

| think the reference here is what' s cdled the Voluntary Remediaion Program which is a rddivey new
program in Wyoming that was created in the Environmental Quaity Act so they have sted the Act.
Essentidly what that program now dlowsisif you have a contaminated area and you are unable to clean
it up withcurrent technology, you can seek digibility under this programwhichalowsyouto restrict access
to that contaminated area and uselong-termremediationor wait until the technology is avalable to reclam
it or remediateit. Essentidly | think what their reference here is to acknowledge that they may be digible
for that program. If, for example, you have contamination outside the production zone and the technology
isnot there to restore it to class of use, that’s what you have to restore to for the outsde areaoutsde the
production area. If you cannot achieve that you might be digible to come in under that Voluntary
Remediation Programand get certain walversonrestorationbut indoing so you' regoing to have to restrict
accessthento that land and water. Y ou’ d haveto set up ingtitutiona controlsso that you would in fact then
be protecting public hedth, safety, wildlife or whatever the receptors may be.

| would suggest one change to their suggestion here. They say shall be specifically be allowed. There
are digibility requirements in that Act and | think we should say may be allowed because there may be
some redirictions where they were not digible for that program.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Can | ask something about that? If that happens, what happens to
the landowner that doesn’t have minerd rights and istrying to use that land? |s he compensated in any

way?
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GARY BEACH, WQD: That might be something that the operator has to work out with the landowner
under this program to redtrict certain access if his use of the land could threaten public healthand safety or
livestock. If they want to make themsdves avaladle to this program they would have to work out the
regtrictions in that case through probably some kind of compensation whereby those receptors were not
accessible to that land or water. The burden would be on the operator in that case.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Oh, on those lines on the Class Ill water...is that a much lower
standard thanthe Class 1? | mean, if the stock were drinking it and thenwe' re egting the beef...what isthat
by theway? |sthere abig difference of ppm or whatever?

GARY BEACH, WQD: Through your risk assessment you would look &t the bio-accumulation. In other
words are they going to consume something that would be accumulated in the mest of the animas that we
consume? If that were the case, thenyouwould want to restrict the access of those animals to that water.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: | guess I'm asking what's the standard? The gentlemen behind you
seems to know.

?: Class|l and Class |1 are 5 picoCuries per liter just like Class .
BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: That's exactly what | was asking. Thank you.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Jud apoint of clarification about an earlier question. If there is an
existing water well in the area and WQ went to classify it as agroundwater, use of that water plays abig
part in that classfication. Even though the congtituentsarerealy Classl|, if somebody’s using that water
for drinking water thenit becomes a Class | 0 if there' sapre-existing use of the water that comesinto our
classification system.

STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: | represent the Outdoor Council. For those of you that don't
know me, | was a former Assgtant Attorney Generd for the State of Wyoming and | worked with the
Department of Environmental Quaity and had to dedl with alot of these groundwater issues back in the
1980's.

| guessthe firgt thingl’ dliketo noteis that it seems like we have two proposals before these two boards.
We have the DEQ proposal and thenthe WMA’ sproposdl. | think there is enough subgtantia difference
between the two that | would suggest that this body maybe defer acting today on elther one of them and
send them both out to public comment again and then after the public has had a chance to look at the
WMA's draft, this body could accept comments on that then these two joint boards go ahead and make
adecisonat that time as to what policy they might want to gpprove because at this point the public redly
hasn't redlly had a good opportunity to review the Wyoming Mining Association proposd a dl. | don't
think it was made part of the public announcement and | think there were just afew extra copies of these
to hand out. That would be my first suggestion.

With regard to what Gary Beach was addressing, looking a Section5 of Chapter 8 of the Water Quality
rules and regulations, you'll note that he was talking about Class | water of the State and it says it shall be
classified by ambient water quality and the technical practicability and economic reasonableness
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of treating ambient water quality to meet use suitability standards. | have to admit, | redly didn’t
understand what he was taking about in this proposal until | heard him address the board today. He's
basicdly saying either one of two things: One, we're going to ignore this Section 5(a) and not regard
technical practicability and economic reasonableness of treating ambient water quality because |
guess up until now it has beenquite economicaly feasble to treat radium. Secondly, he could be saying that
now al of asuddenit’sno longer technicaly feesble and practicable to treat radium anymore. At least
that’swhat I'm hearing him say.

Since radium is the primary congtituent of concern, | guess that’s what Donna Wichers is saying, radium
isthe big problem hereand it would dl be ClassV because of radiumthat they’ re just going to ignore this.

Now, what | don’t understand and | haven't seen thisin any of the public announcements on this, isthere
anythingwherethe EPA isnow saying, “Wéll, yeah, it’ stoo dangerous to treat radium? That’ sahazardous
activity now?’ Did the Nuclear Regulatory Commissioncome inand say, “Oh, we don't want to be doing
that any more, we're figuring out that that’s not a safe thing to do?” I’ m not getting the sense that that's
what’sgoingon and | didn’'t see any economic data as part of the public announcement on this. Now dl

of asuddenradiumisnot treatable. 1t seemsto meit’sill treatable and that till ought to be an option for
people to utilize if they want. If they want to take that groundwater and use it as Class |, radium is a
treatable thing and | think the industry ought to be required to bring it back to whatever the ambient water

qudity is. | guess according to this statement, itistill treatable and if there' s something now about trying
to handle the waster water, thefiltrate, that’ s alittle more dangerous, | think it candill be handled. | don't
think this board has been presented with evidence that it' snot anymore capable of being treated.

Looking at page 7 regarding ClassV, Minerd Commercid, | think what people are saying thereisbascaly
the idealis to bring the water quaity back to background if at al possible. That'stheway | read Section
4(d)(viii)(B) onpage 7. Y ou havethisminera production areaand adischargeinto aClassV groundwater
shdl be for the purpose of minerd production and shal not result, in the degradation or pollution of the
associated or other groundwater unless the affected groundwater quality can be returned to background
or better qudity after mining ceases by reduction or eimination of pollution. So the way I’ m reading this
isthat DEQ givesthe uranium companies sort of afree-zone and | would think that would be the ore zone,
this area, where they actudly have producing wells and then they establish a monitoring ring somewhere
outsde of that that hasmonitoringwells. Then if they notice excursons, as Mr. Chancellor said, they can
be required to clean-up back to this production zone line while production is going on but after mining
ceases the whole thing has got to be brought back to ambient water qudity if at al possble or if that’s not
possible then back to a class of use. What' s the class of use going to beif we don’t do something about
radium? 1f you look in the Chapter, 5 picoCuriesisthe standard for Class|, Class |, ClassliI, and Class
IV, | believe. Now there' s no standard for ClassV. Sobadcdly, thisisgoing to beasacrifice zoneif you
go ahead with this policy. They’re going to condemnthisto a Class V permanently. They're not going to
have to bring it back to background and if you don’'t go with 5 picoCuries per liter on radium, you'rein
Class V. I'velooked at the regulation and | don’t see any list of condtituents for Class V so basicaly
you're going to go from what this water was before which, let’s say out here, it's Class | outside of this
monitoring well ring to Class V. What's going to happen to this groundwater is it's going to keep on
migrating unlessthey cleanit up or unless they have a permanent retoration well syssemset up. | seealot
of problems with this policy that we're talking about here. It seems to me they ought to continue with
what's in the regulations which is required thet it be cleaned up. In other words, clean up the radium
because it is treatable. If they have a problem with the filtrate or something they can haul that off and
dispose of that properly. | have alot of problems with the policy as DEQ is suggesting.
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Now, to address, if | could, just apart of the Wyoming Mining Associationproposal. 1t ssemsto me what
they’re saying here is that within this monitoring well ring you get down to one inch ingde the monitoring
wdl ring and if that's contaminated, that’s okay. That's what the Mining Association wants. Bascdly
expand this production zone out to the very edge of the monitoring well ring. They're saying they’ |l keep
this a the monitoring well because they have to make it clean. That's good but to say any where in here
is okay to haveit dirty and industrid ClassV and then one right a the monitoring well has to be dlean, |
think, isunredidtic. That'sthe point of having the sort of distance between the production zone and the
monitoring well ring isif you note a problem at the ring and that’ s the only time you're going to noteiit, is
you' reonly going to pick it up a these monitoring wells. DEQ can say you' ve got a problem and you've
got to cleanit back up to the production zone area. At that point they do start aclean-up and it’sgottabe
withinthe productionwels and to me that makes sense that your early warning is maybe out here but thar
duty to clean up is back to the production zone otherwise you' re condemning too much of an area. It's
just not redidtic to say, “Okay, you can do whatever you want clear out to one inchin front of these
monitoring wels.” What's going to happen is you'll have contamination that you're picking up at the
monitor wells and thenit will get beyond that. Thiswill be my prediction, when you get down to individua
cases, the companies going to say, “We don’t have to worry about what’ sin here because we ve got this
policy that says anything ingde the monitor wellsisokay.” They're not going to try to dleanit up in here
a dl. | just want to make sure it doesn't get any further. So, by changing the policy in the way that the
Wyoming Mining Association is suggesting, | think that you' re widening your area of contamination.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Do you understand the process by which the EPA exempts these
aquifer zones?

STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: | have not looked at that very wel Mr. Chairman but | know
that Donna Wichers says it's inconsstent. | could addressthat if you want. DEQ is requiring that it be
within just this inner production zone and that's where they have to keep it clean. There's nothing
inconsstent with what EPA might be requiring if EPA requires a broader area, DEQ can dill be more
redrictive. To say tha you have to go dong with this because EPA isdoing it isjust not true. The State
of Wyoming, DEQ), hasthe option of mekingthisthe requirement that they stay clean outside the production
zone, and redlly, as apracticable matter, | think Gary Beach is correct...look there s no other monitoring
wellsin here SO some contamination may get out and you' re not going to know but at least when you get
to these monitoring wells you can say that you have a problemand know that you have to clean it back up
to here.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: That wasn't my point. My point was that they can only exempt it under
certain conditions when those conditions don’t alow it to be used for those other class purposes. We do
this in all and gas. We do thisin dl industries because of the content of that aquifer, it cannot be used.
That’ sthe only circumstances under whichit canbe exempted. If it were used for drinking water and could
be continued to be used for drinking water it would be very difficult to gainthat exemptionto inject foreign
or pollutant fluidsinto either an oil and gas wdl or any other kind of well. So, that’s part of the concern
here where you aready have high radium levds in these reservoirs that naturaly occur because the ore
body there is generdly where the exemption isgranted. My concern is what is that area between that
production zone and the monitor ring around them? What isthat? We could put monitor wells every fifty
feet out there but that becomes kind of an unnecessary or untangible situationto do so DEQ selected a500
foot interva away and a500 foot radius because they can determine sphere of influence onamonitor well
by that distance and that’ s how they determine whether or not the outside aquifer has been affected by the
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productionzone. | don't seewherethisisagreat changeof anything. Their monitoring requirementsaren’t
less. The condtituent isn't changed that they have to achieve back to class of use. None of those things
have changed at dl. Their bonding requirements haven't changed. All of the things are ill in place, it's
just findy definingwhet that interva is. Thefact that it was exempted by EPA because it was assumed that
that areawasn't a usable area.

STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: Wel, keep in mind Mr. Chairman, that we're only talking during
the actua production. Once mining ceases, a least theway | read the regulations, it'sto be brought back
to ambient qudity or equivdent to classfication of use for that entirearea. To address your question, |

think DEQ’s idea that this area here is sort of a buffer zone and there may be some contamination going
on but we don’t know about it because there’ sno monitoring wells. We Il only pick it up at this 500 foot
distance. That's a good idea because then if you established that there's a problem, contamination is
reeching this outer ring, what are yougoingto do? That’ sthe practicd question that hasto befaced at this
point, to my mind & least. To thensay you' ve got to addressthat, you' ve got to start cleaning it up in this
buffer zone and get it back to the production zone, that makes sense because otherwise industry is going
to say, “Wdl, we don't have to clean it up in this buffer zone” so it ends up being amuch wider area of
condemnation, if you will...sacrifice zone. To me, only within the production area should really be a
sacrifice zone and this buffer zone out hereif there’ sa problemnoted, and | think that’ sthe intent, that area
has to be cleaned up so that it just stays within the production zone. | agree with you in terms of practice
that these wdls stay clean under ether theory, there isn't going to be any difference but the question is
what’ sgoing to happenwhenyou pick up some contamination. | think DEQ ought to be able to retain the
power to say you need to get things cleaned up back to within the production zone. At that point | think

that you do start maybe having to put some monitor wells within that ring to verify that you can dean it up
or you're getting it cleaned up back to the production area.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: You aready have monitor wdls within the production zone and your
use of the word sacrifice...they’ re returning it to premining conditions inwhichit wasn't usable because of
the ore bodies present at that point. | think the use of sacrifice zone iskind of a chegp shot in a sense of
using that kind of terminology.

STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: Mr. Chairman, I‘Il accept that as afriendly amendment.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Rick, could you respond to his fird comment about the change in
the regulation? 1'd like to hear your view point on it.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: I'd probably be more appropriate for Gary to address that snce it deds
withhisregulaions but the ideaor concept of treating radium isa policy to start with. It'snot in the rules.
It's not redly a change inrule. | think it's away of saying we looked a the waste issue and fed it's
ingppropriateto create that kind of waste and thereforeit’ singppropriateto gpply the treetability rule. The
treatability ruleis ill there but it’s flexible on how the WQ divison uses that on a case-by-case bass.
Maybe Gary can fill in from there.

GARY BEACH, WQD: | would guess that 10-12 years ago, this may have been when Steve was il

there and maybe that’ swhy he’ s so concerned because we' ve changed the policy since he was there, but
10-12 years ago we had a policy where we felt that a smple water softner could remove the radium. |
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think it'strue, you can very eadily with low salts remove the radium with awater softner.

| think today, whenwe started rethinking this, | asked one of our saff to contact the Culligan Man and talk
to him about it. | think what we have discovered is two things. One that you're going to end up with a
radioactive wastethat you have to dedl with. Let’sfaceit, rural people, what are they going to do withthis
kind of waste when you live out in the middle of Wyoming, that’s where the uranium deposits are a.
They're not amunicipdity that’ s tapping this water and treating it but these are rura homes.

Secondly we dso know that thereis great emphasis now on radon gas in homes and it is ddlivered through
water. So, if you're usng thiswater, even if you' ve got awater softner, you' re going to be getting radon
gas coming into your home through the water. EPA now has some limits out on radon gas in water. It
caused us to rethink if it is redly an economicaly and reasonable policy for tregting radium. Theat is our
logic. We rebacking away fromthat policy we had 12 years ago wherewefdlt it was treatable up to 100
picoCuries per liter but we don't fedl that’ s reasonable today.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: | guess that’s where I'm confused. | guess when | firgt read this and
ligeningto younow, | fdt that it was actualy animprovement in the protection for the public to change the
policy inthisdirectionbut | guesswhat | was hearing was that it was a weakening of the protectionfor the
public from the standpoint of the mines not having to clean up as much.

GARY BEACH, WQD: Let metry and give my take on it and Steve may correct me. | think when you
drictly look a public hedth and safety, | would not advise the public to go out and drill awdl inauranium
ore zone and use that water for thar domestic use. So when | look at it from that perspective, don’'t
congder this water to be the kind of water we should be protecting for drinking water sources or
encouraging the public to use them for that unless you' ve got a big municipa systemthat candeal withthis
kind of waste and water but we don’t have that right now, we don’'t have that demand in Wyoming. What
Steve is referring to is that if you take away the treetability for radium, if you remove that, if you decide
you' re not going to apply that policy to the watersinthese mineraized zones, the classficationof themthen
becomesindustrid water. They drop to aclassfication of industrid waters. If you look at our rules, Table
1 with respect to standards, there are no dlean-up standards other than 10,000 ppm TDS. What Steve
is saying iswhat he called sacrifice zones. What he' s saying is there are no standards then that you have
to clean up to.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: But don't they dill have to go back to whatever it was to start with?

GARY BEACH, WQD: Right. They have to gpply Best Available Technology (BAT). They firg have
to try to go back to background usng BAT. If they cannot achieve that, they have to achieve at a
minmum, class of use. Thedlass of usein the production zoneisa Class 1V industrid use which has no
minimum requirements other than 10,000 ppm TDS which just doesn't affect them. What' sredly gonna
drive them then for clean-up a a minimum is the adjacent waters. If the adjacent aquifer isaClass| they
have to clean up the production zone to a level that it's not going to affect that adjacent Class | aguifer.
That' swhat’ s redlly gonna drive the clean-up if BAT doesn't achieve something higher. | don't consider
it a sacrifice zone. | think we will see clean up because you're going to have to protect the adjacent
aquifers. | think we aso need to redlize that we probably shouldn’t be representing these waters in the
minerdized zone are Class | waters for public use as drinking water.
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STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: Mr. Charman, you have to remember that we're
talking....again radium seems to be the main condtituent of concern so if you've gat, in this adjacent zone
that Gary is talking about, the quality of water that has radium, let’s say 25 picoCuries per liter whichis
eminently treatable at 25 picoCuries per liter, that's the only problem isthat it's going to be considered
ClassV. At least that’swhat I'm gathering from what Gary is saying isthat they’re not going to consider
that trestable so it's above the 5 picoCuries per liter which isthe standard for Class|, 11, and 111 which
includes agriculturd use and livestock and dl that. If any of that water is above V, even though it's
eminently treatable, it’s just going to be regarded as industria use water and that’ sit. So, you'regoingto
be depriving any potential user from tregting that water so he can useit to drink it or so hecan use it to
water hislivestock or water hiscrops or whatever. All thosethingsare going to bewiped out. Admittedly,
only Class | hasthis provison about economicaly practicable to trest and so forth but if you're living out
there on a ranch somewhere you may want to do dl three of those things with that water. Maybeif you
want to be more careful, and Gary may be right, being careful is a good idea, maybe you want to have a
little pump house disassociated from where you' reliving to where you filter thet water so that if you have
any radon gas associated with that filter that thet is separated from where you're living. What I'm saying
is by adopting this policy you' re removing those options from ranchers. They’re not going to have that
option anymore because | would think that the water isgoing to be well above 100 picoCuries per liter in
a production zone and that’s just going to be | eft that way because of course there' s not going to be any
Standards for that.

MARK MOXLEY, LQD: Mr. Charman, | want to return briefly to this concept of the production zone
and point out that the statute defines the production zone as the geologic interva into which recovery fluids
areto beinjected or extracted. To me that means that's the areathat’ s going to be impacted by thisin
Stu leaching operation. If we extend that production zone dl the way to the monitor wells| ill think the
L QD would thenbe obligated to bond that entire areafor restoration. If we're going to define that asthe
areathat’ sgoingto beimpacted | don’'t see how we can do otherwise. So, | seeared conflict hereinthe
way that the industry wants to define that production zone. | think it's going to create problems.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: My question for the industry people is how large are these flares from the
injection wells? 1 mean, we ve got a 500 foot maximum monitoring ring out from your production area.
Arethe flares typicdly going out, and | guessit would vary with aquifer characteristics, but 200 feet, 100
feet?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: It just depends on the geometry of the ore body
aswadl asthe pattern. It can vary from depending on 50 to 150 feet asto what's going on. | don't think
we ve ever runamodel or anything likethat which shows a hypothetical where reaching out to the monitor
wdls a dl. It'stypicdly very doseto the monitor well.  It's usualy within the distance that' s equivalent
to the distance between the injection production wells. 1 think | saw inthe package a5-spot diagram, and
thisis betweenthesetwo injectionwells, could be 100 feet. 1t'sconceivablethat flares could go out maybe
75 feet or evenlessactudly asit comesback into the production zone because the well is here, it's pulling
water inand so the flares could conceivably come out here and then come back in 50 to 75 feet out could
possibly bethelimit. It'shard to say because what you' relooking at is modding whichisvery theoretical
and assumes that everything be an equa. It'savery smdl fraction of the whole pattern area. When you
have an excursionthat you detect out here, that means something has gone out of control. That’ swhét the
whole point is that you want to catch it before it impacts the adjacent groundwaters or at least be able to
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protect it. Typicdly, when you restore awell fidd, if you get alot of impacts out here which you would
measure by how long it takesto clean it up. You'd just keep pulling in more water and have to continue
to deanit up. Any plume that impacts the water outside of this pattern would be coming back in asfar as
restoration anyway and you would see that as your trends are coming out of your clean up.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: How do you determine spacing for the 5-spot pattern?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: It's grictly economics. You use modeling to
determine which? time is between the two...what it takes to get between here and here. You'reinjecting
oxygen and theré sa? ?to it. The oxygen will be consumed asit’s being pushed to the ore body and so
that will be the distancebetweenhereand here whichis determined on the formationof characteristics, how
permeable is a sand stone, how porousit is, what's the ore grade, etc..

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: I’'m having a hard time understanding...in order to develop the production
zone and ore body you need to do modding in order to determine where you're going to put your 5-
gpots...where you're going to put your wells. Why isit an onerous task to continue that modeling to go
out to ook &t.....

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: Let me explain, not everybody modes this way.
| mean, you develop an experience. |If you're doing it basicaly on a green fidd type operation where
you're just coming into something where you haven't operated before you want to determine what your
economics basing is, you could usemodding. I'm not saying everybody doesit. I’'m not advocating that
everybody doesit. Some people may and some people may not. However, when you set your pattern
gpacing and maybe this would be on experience, this is what other operators in the area have done or
maybe thisis what you as an operator have done €l sawhere that’ s worked for you so youmay choose to
usethat type of apattern. When we re talking about modding in this proposd, it is entirely different. It's
spaced to modd your fate and transport of the congtituents of the impacted waters in the production zone
and how they possibly canimpact the adjacent groundwaters. | think that’ swhat we' retalking about here.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: What would your typica boundary conditions, let's say, be for modding
if you would want to show your company that this is economicdly beneficid to develop? How far out
would typicd modd be in terms of (voice faded).

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: Timing wise or as far as what boundaries have
BOARD MEMBER CAHN: How large is your model going to be? What area would you typicaly go

out to? You have to have some kind of aboundary condition to set in your modd.

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: There s different kinds of modds we use. You

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: Okay, what's the domain, what's the area that you would....

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: We try to focus on where we're at in the
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pattern, the ore body and it's set by grade of the ore, in other words, what’ s going to be recovered or
what's potentialy able to be recovered. It'saso sat by what experience has shown as being the timing.
In other words, the model can be a smple spread sheet, an economic spread sheet that shows thet thisis
how long our experience says it takes for pore volumes to circulate through and this is how long our
experience saysit takes, how many pore volumesit takes to get economic recovery of the reserves there.
Y ou may use a hydrologica modd to adjust those concepts but typically mogt, at least in my experience,
| can only speak from that, is that the pattern spacing is generdly set by what your experience shows as
being the best approach. The modesyou use are typicaly astore of decline curves. 'Y ou know what the
groundwater chemidiry is going to do during operation because you have previous experience, you can
factor that into the modd and you use the decline curve say for, we ll say akey congtituent for modding
is uranium, because that’ swhat we' re producing. We know what it’sgoing to do higtoricdly. You'll have
experienceinthe area of core studiesand core columntesting etc. that will be used to determine what your
economic recovery isand knowing the ore body characteristicsand aquifer characteristicsyou' Il determine
what your optimum spacing would be betweenwdls. Y ou would haveto factor in economics- how much
does it costs to get each pound out of the ground?

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: | guess my question redly was would you dways use a hydrologic model
in any case to determine (voice fades).

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP..  No, not aways. It's drictly up to the
operator. It'swhat the operator chooses is the best approach.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: Could | ask you, if it's not an indudtrid secret, what leve of uranium is
required before a company would consder developing a fidd and what’s left behind is unrecoverable

typically?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: Mogt of the ISL wdl fidds run technicaly
between, let’s say about .3 - 2 % grade?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: You have avery high grade ore body.

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: Well maybe .1 %. Maybe I'm confusing GT’s.
It' srelatively low grade compared to what your conventiond mines are 0 .1% istypicadly whereit' s .
Depending onyour economics, the cost it takesto recover and the cost of your sef risewill determine what
percentage you' d get out of what you believe is economicaly there. An 80% recovery is probably what
onewould put into their economic model for that particular ore body and pertaining to what your cut-off
grade iswould be your deciding factor.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: But you're not going to be trying to extract uranium from Class | water
typicdly anyway are you?

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.: No, typicaly what's put there is not Class |
water. 1t'susudly uranium laden water that over millions of years has precipitated out to some event that
caused a reduction oxidation contact point that has caused the uranium to precipitate out. It's naturaly
minerdized there anyway so your minerd congtituents are sgnificantly higher inany ore body than it would
be in say your typica barren or non-minerdized Class|.
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JILL MORRISON, PRBRC: Isit correct that a good portion of what'sis going on in the uranium mining
areaisregoration? If o, how successful isthe restoration?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: | think Irigaray and Christensen Ranch are in retoration. | think Irigaray
submitted arevison which is ongoing.

| think PRI has one wdl fidd that | bdieve is restored and is under review. All therest of PRI'sarein
production.

Rio Algomisin production or in the early stages of groundwater sweeps to do restoration.

Bascdly, one mine, Irigaray and Christensen Ranch operation is restored or in retoration. The other two
are in production.....some restoration going on.

| don't know the numbers off the top of my head as far as how far they’ ve cleaned things up.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: | can speak to the Irigaray operations. In many cases
when you look at parameter by parameter, we ve restored very close to background and we have met
class of use on awhole within the production zone.

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: From my smple way of looking at this from a water qudity point of
view, iswhat you've redly done is enlarge the area that indudtry is responsible for cleaning up because
you're going clear to the wdl field. Any contamination that’s moving out of there has gotta start from the
area of clean up which gtarts from the highest concentration and backsit off so that you have less chance
of something getting past awell fied to the outsde. They’ ve redly maximized protectionfor the public by
increesingthat area. They’ vetaken anon-defined buffer area, concentrated their clean-up from the center,
if anything crosses that wdl fied, they’re respongble for that increased area. 1’ ve never seen EPA red
lenient and they would want everything done with that area. All they’ ve done is increased their real focus
respongbility to alarger area of the wdll field that goes around it. Am | right?

MARION LOOMIS, WMA: Mr. Chairman, I’'m not sure | followed your discusson but you're correct
that they’ reresponsible for what happens ingde of that thosewells. The other point | would make that we
kind of logt track of is none of this changes any of Rick’s regulatory authority or the permit or the
regulations that have beenadopted. It'sadarification of the policy on how to determine suitability. That's
the primary god of this policy change.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Ontherisk discussion, | think that raisesalot of questions and uncertainty
gnceit’sanew law and we re not sure how it would gpply in thiscase. | guess my recommendationisto
drop the language proposed by WMA on the risk assessment.

| dso have aquestiononthe paragraphthat talks about the restoration plan. It talks about usng BPT and
it goes back to the permit asto what is defined as BPT. Some of these permits are 15-20 years old and
technology has advanced over that time and some of the origind permitshad so many groundwater sweeps,
so much of this so much of that, and through experience industry has learned that there are better ways of
doing things. My concern about tying it solely to the permit language may restrict not usng what is BPT
because an operator over here may have tried something new and it works real good. Another operator
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may Say it'snot in my permit so | don't have to do it but we know that is an effective way to clean up the
groundwater. So, I'd like to see some flexibility in there to dlow the use of proven technology in those
clean-up cases where they' re having trouble getting things cleaned up.

BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: Rick, how many permits are in existence that right now have probably
never been amended? How often are these amended? In other words, how often does the department get
the opportunity to review them? Are there any out there that wouldn't go through an amendment?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Robbie?

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: There's not usudly an amendment for adding new lands. You don't generdly
amend it that way. There are revisons if you add a new wdl fidd. If you want to change the fluid that
you'reinjecting. Theré sarange of revisons. They could revise the type of restoration they’re doing.

BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: At that point, would you get the opportunity to bring in BPT?

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: You could if the revison was addressing a restoration issue then you could
probably addressthe BPT but if you' re talking about a monitoring requirement and the department wants
them to change their BPT then it might be alittle more difficult to reach thet far.

BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: Okay, I’'m not familiar with that permitting process but | was just
wondering if there was an opportunity for the department to look a BPT throughout the life of that mine

permit.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Chet, during the annua report and the bonding evauation
may be the time because obvioudy restoration is abig part of the bond.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Maybe Robbie can answer the question | have on the proposed new rules
on in situ to follow EPA’s requirements. |s there something on there about review of the permit every so
often?

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: They do.

STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: | have one more comment regarding the Wyoming Mining
Association proposal.  They say on page 4 that the use of risk based assessments to demonstrate
protection of groundwater outside of the production zone shall specifically be allowed pursuant to
35-11-1605 which is Artide 16 Voluntary Remediation of Contaminated Sites. It seems to me that to
qudify as an digible steunder that law it hasto be asite where releases occur before the effective date of
the Article. I’'mnot surethat alot of these would necessarily qudify. Inany event, | think something like
that is big enough that it ought to be left to the regulatory process rather than just a policy. If the
department’ s going to do it they ought to make regulations concerning it.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Mr. Charman, the purpose of putting this language in here
was redly to give us another methodology of modeing. We re not asking to necessarily be part of this
program. We rewanting to userisk based assessmentsto havethat availableto usas part of the modeling
effort that we have to do. DEQ asked for fate and trangport modeling. What we reredly tryingto do here
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isto add an additiond type of modding and that’s risk based assessment. We were struggling to find a
placeinthe statutes or somewherethat described this and this wasthe sectionthat everyone isfamiliar with
in DEQ. So, that’s why we suggested this type of language and to be able to have that methodology
available to addition to the fate and transport modding that we can show that we have met the standards.

PAUL GORENSON, RIO ALGOM MINING CORP.. | was just going to add that it's not been
uncommon during the annua report process and the bonding review to have your restoration plan
addressed as far asthat review.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: I'll see if | can summarize some of this but as | see, today in the last
couple of hours, is that there is three things presented to these two boards: 1) the Wyoming DEQ’s
proposed policy of groundwater and classification onin Stu, 2) the letter and the policy rewrite by the
Wyoming Mining Association and, 3) the delay of any action on this & thistime to give the public more
input into these proposals. | believethe difference betweenthe DEQ’ s proposa andthe WMA' s proposal
istha WMA had four genera areas that have been discussed. | wonder if my colleage Gene would like
to take thisinput we have and look at the differences there and have discussion between the two boards
of the differences between the DEQ's proposd and the Mining Associations' in order to come to some
clarity onthat. Would that work?

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Yes.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: You have the DEQ proposa and then the Mr. Loomis provided us their
proposa and as | understand there' sno change inthe introduction so we can move on to the groundwater
classfication within and outsde the production zone. Rick, | think you have a comment.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: One of the comments was a concern of does this gpply to the upper and
lower monitor wel area. It would not so maybe we could add some language to clarify where we talk
about the production zone going out to the monitor well ring we' re talking about only the ore body aquifer
and not the aquifer up and below. Just some clarification language.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Gary, are you in agreement with Rick on that?

GARY BEACH, WQD: Yes.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: | have a clarification that | need in the introduction. Is radium similar to
calcium and sodium? | guess| need alittle help on the water softening process.  We re gonna change with
sodium and sdt and you'll get the radium precipitating out.

OSCAR PAUL SON, KENNECOTT URANIUM CO.: Radium behaves like cacium.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: That's what | was wondering. I'm a little confused as to what the home
owner would do with not having awater softener. And then, Gary’ scomment was very effectivein taking

it out and | don’t see the radon exposureinthe shower because it canbe post water softner. | need some
help in understanding that part of the introduction.
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OSCAR PAULSON, KENNECOTT URANIUM CO.: You have two issues of the water. You have
radium and radon. Now, depending on how you treat thewater for radium, for example, if you treat it with
activated charcod, you'd be removing radium from the water. Radium tha's removed has to go
somewhere s0 it'd go into the charcod. So you will now generate a charcod that is contaminated with
radium and be radio-active.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: Okay, hdp me out, the charcoal is surrounded by what kind of a medium?

OSCAR PAULSON, KENNECOTT URANIUM CO.: Hands-on, I've seen some filters that are set
up as pressure vessals.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: Okay, so you've got pressure surrounding it and the radium is a alpha
emitter S0 it can't get out of that charcod.

OSCAR PAULSON, KENNECOTT URANIUM CO.: Radium emits dpha particles when it decays.
It also has a sgnificant gamma energy associated withit’'s decay which you would wind up....let’s say you
were cagpturing radium on charcod. 'Y ou would be generating a gamma source at the point of trestmen.
Y ouaso have anissue of the radoninthe water and depending onhow you treet the water for radium, you
may or may not remove radon. In fact in many cases the radon may go on through.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: You must remember in our ore bodies, we have extremely
high levels of radon, radon gas, up to over anywhere from1 million, in some ore bodies, to 12-15 million
picoCuries per liter of radon gas and that will come into this home. Y ou can remove radon through
aeration but it's 85% effective. So if you're sarting with 1 million picoCuries, you remove

85% of that, you gill have avery high radon leve to ded with in ahome.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Did that clarify that Lorie?

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: Yes.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: In the daification of that firs sentence, Rick, wha wording did you
fed we should add?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: | don't have the exact wording in my head.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Let me back up and ask the boards, are we going to accept the Mining
Association’s change of that first sentence under Groundwater Classification Within and Outside the
Production Zone or do we stay with the DEQ's proposal ?

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Mr. Chairman, my suggestion on paragraph one is that the first sentence
as proposed by the WMA is not needed. | guess | would support in the second sentence where they delete
the word classification twice, |1 would support that and insert background conditions. Then | would further
support the additional language they’ ve added to clarify production zone as everything inside the monitor ring.
That’s my thought.
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BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: In regard to Harry’s comment, the first sentence is smply moving it from
one positionto another. It'snot an addition. | think the consequence of moving it isnot important, it’sjust
anattempt to show it up front that you' rededingwithClassV. If it would makeissmpler to leaveit where
it is | think we could leave it where it is and make the modifications that Harry was talking about which
does indude the production zone out to the monitor well ring and | think &t that point you should say for
the aquifer containing the ore body.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Okay. Larry, you looked like you wanted to comment?
BOARD MEMBER MUNN: | just wondered if in the fourth paragraph where it says regardless of the

restored groundwater quality in the production zone, the adjacent aquifers and other waters within
the same aquifers....the adjacent aquifers... that’s referring to the aquifers above and below, isthat not?

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: That’d be my understanding that it would.
BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Yes.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Sticking with the first paragraph even though that first sentence had
been moved | did get a few members consensus we'd leave the first sentence in the DEQ's
recommendation and we d make the two changes | believe Harry had.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: In the first paragraph | would endorse all of the changes by the
Wyoming Mining Association with the exception of that first sentence in their draft. As Gene as pointed out
it's contained on the second page so | don't see any need to duplicateit.

BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: It was amended though, right? The area within the production zone
monitoring ring...

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Yes.
RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Where the aquifer contained the ore body.
BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: Okay.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Okay. Let's move on. The second paragraph prepared by the Mining
Asociation....does anyone have any problems with the wording they proposed?

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Mr. Chairman, I'm kind of echoing some of Rick’s comments, when
we dart to relay a new standard back to restoration in an approved permit that could be as much as 15
yearsold, | think that’ sredly not recommended. My thoughts are that we stay with the language that DEQ
developed.

BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: | concur on that.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Right now | have a consensus of the second paragraph that we'll just
stay with DEQ’ s recommendation. The third paragraph....Rick could you get us through this one?

29



RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Theissuewasthe class of use of the groundwater outside the production
zone. The thought was to maybe change that sentence to highlight that they’re talking about outside
production zone. When | firgt read it | thought it meant class of use and we have concerns with that but
they’ retalking about class of use outsdethe productionzone. Maybe it's okay once we understand what
their meaningis. Maybeit could be presented better but now that we know what they mean it makes more
sense. Thisisthe third paragraph where they talk about BPT.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Mr. Chairman, | read the proposed language by the Mining Association
and | understand what they’re trying to do. They’re saying if the production zone ore cannot be returned and
there’'s a potentia for an effect outside of the production zone then this modeling can be used. Then | go back

to the language that DEQ has proposed and | think it doesthat aswell. Reading from the DEQ verson,
the second sentence, third paragraph it says, flow modelsand fateand transport model s shall be used
to assst in determining if the restored groundwater in the production zone poses a threat to
groundwater s class of use outside the production zone. | think that language doescover what wewould
use that model for. Tomeit wasclear. Again, | would suggest that there' s no need to change

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: | ill have a concern Rick because is it the intent that we would require
them to aways model ?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: The intent was that if they did not achieve background that moddling
would always be required. Their proposd is that if they don’t achieve background but do achieve class
of use of the water outsde at the monitor well ring, then modeling would not be required there ether.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Is that a problem or a concern because there is a difference to me in the
language.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Thereisadifference, yes. | don't have a problem unless the staff knows
something more than | do which is quite often they do.

STEVE INGLE, LQD: Modding typicdly takes a very complex geochemicad system and then smplifies
it to where the modd can actudly handle it. There may be some parametersthat are el evated after mining
that were not eevated before that which can mobilize undesirable metals for example.

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: The concern isin premining you have very sharp delinegtion between your....in
terms of water classification and oxidation reduction conditions and that sort of thing. There's some
gradation but in alarger hole that's fairly sharp. Y ou're changing the conditions within the well fidld and
when you restore it, you' re not restoring it necessarily back to the way it was so as Steve was saying you
may have changed conditions such that....because this mohilizes many parameters not just the uranium.
Y ou need to be sure and understand what’ s happening with those other parameters as wdl. Whether it
would require moddling in order to be able to determine that the fate and transport....some parameters
maybe not, but for others it would probably be hepful to be sure you thought through how you changed
that system within the production and injection zone becauseit isn't just uranium that you' re mohilizing.
You'reredly changing those entire (voice fades).

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: So even if they reach their class of use, you ill want modding? You
want fate and trangport modeling?
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RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Let's assume that water at the monitor wel ringisa Class|. In order to
not do modeling they have to restore the production zonetoaClass|. | understand your intention there.
You didn't achieve background but you did achieve the same class outside the production zone at the
monitor well ring, therefore the protection of the Class | outside is Class| indde and shouldn't have any
elevation there.

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: | guessI’m not sure | understand that.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Okay, if you have Class | water a the monitor well ring and they restored
the production zone and did not get back to background but they did restore it to Class |, class of use
which is the same as the monitor well ring.

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: But if you had ClassllI, ClasslI....

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: So if they're equa classes between the production zone and the monitor
well ring they’ re saying they don’t want to do modeling because they shouldn't be impacted.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Mr. Chairman, | want to read the DEQ proposa again because |
think it does exactly that. Well models and fate and transport models shall be used to assist in
determiningif therestored groundwater inthe production zone posesa threat to groundwaters class
of use outside the production zone. | think in that circumstance industry owes us the modeling to show
that this threet is not Sgnificant.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Yeah, but you're reading it different than | am. If you said, if the
restored groundwater in the production zone poses a threat to groundwaters then flow models and fate and
transport models must be used....that’s different than what’s said here. What's said here is flow models
and.....they’ re gonna use them irrespective of what the situation is to determine if there’s any threat. | think

you were reading it the other way.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: He sreading it as a two-step process.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: It's an if/then the way he's reading it. I'm reading it the way he's
reading it which is they’ re going to use these models whether there sathreat or not. I’'m not making a
value judgement on that. I'm just saying that's why | hate dedling with words in meetings because
everybody reads them differently.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: | guess| would defer DEQ' s intent.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Our intent was that if they did not achieve background, modding would
be required.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Then we need to say that.
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BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: Mr. Chairman, | like the two-step process. | like the intent that was
read into it.

| wanna go back up to that first paragraph that we considered and ook at that last sentence whereit says
using the revised policy, treatability of radiumwill not be considered in the classification decision
either within or outside the production zone. I'm wondering how that trandates if we' re going to do
modding. Why would we leave radium considerations outside the production zone on these models?
Y ou' ve gotta have those backgrounds and as | understand the monitoring wells, each one of those hasit’'s
own criteria set up so you're looking at ambient standards. It seems to me that we ought to leave the
radium ingde the production zone and take that language out that leavesit outside the production zone
otherwise your modding is thrown off.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: So you're saying that last sentence in the first paragraph under,
Groundwater Classfication Within and Outside the Production Zone, contradicts what we're trying to
accomplish in the third paragraph?

BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: That'sright. Your modding goes hay wire if one of the key dements
you're looking at is not alowed to be considered.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: | don’t think it's saying that. | think it's just saying that you won't say it's
Class | water because it’ s got high radium but we can treat radium. Nowif it' sgot highradiumit’ sgonna
be ClassIV or whatever. It'sgoing back to that issue of whether they want people taking radium out and
thentaking the saltsto the dump or the charcoal or whatever they’ re dashing under their house or whatever
they would do with that.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: It'sthe treatability that’s not being considered, not the radium.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: Yeah. You would sill modd radium with al the other dements if modding
was required.

BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: On the third paragraph where we're trying to determine whether they
apply or don't gpply or whenthey apply and don't gpply. Some of usfed tha within that verbage it says
we cover dl the basis but looking a the WMA' s language, what' s offensive about it? It definesit pretty
specificdly. If after the gpplicationof BPT the groundwater within the production zone cannot be returned
to background or class of use of groundwater outside the production zone thenyou’ d gpply these models.
It defines exactly what’ s gonna happen here or when to apply it.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: | would agree except it discontinues the use of flow modds for
whatever reason.

BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: | guess|’m ignorant asto what aflow modd is.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: So am | but that’ s the difference between the two versions.
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BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: To me, it's saying the same thing.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Larry, on the flow mode, you ded with thistype of subject dl the time,
what does that really mean to us here?

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: | would think that fate and transport modds are pretty inclusive if the
water’ sflowing you' re going to have to be aware of that in the transport models so | think it wasalittle bit

of perhaps redundancy in specifying them separately.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Rick, do you have a problem with the Wyoming Mining Associations
language?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: | don't have a problem except for | would think the flow model in some
caseswould be appropriate becausewe had some permitswhere the origind direction of groundwater flow
may be different than what we think it now is from before twenty years later. Maybe Robbie can supply
some input on thet.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: So you would have no problem with it if we put the word flow models
back in?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Right.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Okay and the Wyoming Mining Association has no problem. So asthe
captain says. makeit so.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: It's a little redundant if you can’t have a fate and transport model without
aflow modd.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: | had a question on the language. | think most of the monitoring wells for
the production aquifer are going to be Class IV. They’re going to be radioactive right.

AUDIENCE: No, not necessarily.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Most of the monitor wells are Class I. because they’re outside the
minerdized zone so they' re pretty clean.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: Okay. So | assume you're going to take al the uranium you can or have
as big afield as possible and then they will be bounded by Class|.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Whatever those were when they were started is what they have to be
returned to.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Right.
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BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: That's what the monitor wels are supposed to be kept at their current
class even during the operation.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: But if your monitor wels are Class IV then this is saying that that’ s the only
thingyouhaveto refer to. It says productionzone cannot be returned to background or to the class of use
soif youhave Class|V thenyoudon’t have to go to background, youjust have to go to classof use. Class
IV just says 10,000 ppm solids? Isthat it?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Thegod of retoration for the first sandard, it depends on how they read
the rules, is to go back to background. Asyou clean the water up, you may not be able to get back to
background but the minmumisyou have to get to class of useinthe productionzone. Whét they' re saying
hereisif they clean it up so clean that it’s not background but yet it's the same class of useaswater inthe
monitor well rings. Modding should then not be required because it’ s the same quality of use.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Could | suggest something? Why don’t you just go with what you
have here and reverse it....if the restored groundwater in the production zone poses a threat to
groundwatersclassof useouts de the production zone then flow modes and fate and transport modds shall
be used to assst in determining if the restored groundwater poses that threet.

BOARD MEMBER ?: I'll second that.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: It appears that that's what you're intent was. That way, you can
use them when you need to use them but they don’t have to use them dl the time.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: A threat has to be determined if there's a perceived threat, modding
IS appropriate.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Ther€'s a triggering mechanism and that’s redly up to the gaff if you
see that threst.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Wdl | think we were just trying to darify this so that we 4l
knew what we were focused on here. We were just using common sense thet if we restore our fidd to
background, why do the fate and transport modding? Again, if we restore our field to the same use asthe
monitor well, why spend the money and the time and effort to do fate and trangport moddling?

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: But | guess what | heard this gentleman (Steve Ingle) over here say
was that there are Stuations where you could restore that to it's background leve or it’s class of use and
dill pose athrest because of the disturbance that had occurred. Unless| misunderstood you sir. He's
nodding yes...because of the disturbance that had occurred during the mining process there could till be
athrest to the outsde water in which case he would like to see flow and transport modeling.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: If we restore to background and you're saying that's ill



BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: I’'m not saying....I’m quoting the gentleman with the mustache.
DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: It'sathregt at premining.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: | think it's more of the restoring to class of use than restoring to
background.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: But aga'n if the water outade the wdl fidd is Class 11l and
we restoreit to Class 11, what is the threat?

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: The threat is that the hale is dl different under there. The aquifer
isdl different. You've run water through it. Y ou've removed thingsfromit. Things are different. That's
what | would understand.

BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: | could see where restoration would be a dlice of time and you'd
establish that but because of the changes that occurred because of the mining process the fluid overtime is
going to change that would allow trangport and till have a continuing threet.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: | think Jm and Harry came to some kind of conclusonthere. How
do therest of usfed about it? I'm not to sure we got the wording there.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Yeah, my intent was if in these professionas judgement there's a
threat then we do the modding. If there isn't, we don’t do the modeling which would hopefully be
satisfactory to all parties concerned.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: As written, it's a threat to the class of use....to the outside aquifer.
| think we're talking about the same thing and | like the changing of the sentence and | think it redly
accomplisheswhat we're trying to do.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: So in this sense, it dmost becomes an adminigrative cdl at that period
of timeif you're going to have to modd. Isthat correct?

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: Rick has tremendous power.

STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: I'm a litle confused because it seems to me that if this outside
water that's outsde the production zone is above 6 picoCuries per liter and I'm taking it from the
discussonthat that’ swhat it samost likdy to be for radium because it's close to these uraniumore bodies
and so forth. It’ sabove 6 picoCuries per liter for radium thenthey’ regoing to regard thisasClass 1V which
doesn't redly have any standards because for Class|, II, and |11 5 picoCuries for radiumisthe limit. So
if it'sregarded as Class IV it doesn't have any standards gpplicable to it other than TDS. So | don't
understand what the point of transport and flow rate and al that modding isif you're not going to require
them to bring it back to any particular standard. | need some clarification.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: The intent was to protect the water outside of that area.
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STEVE JONES, PRBRC ATTORNEY: But to what standard?

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: If ther€'s a threat to the water.....Rick says most of those outsde
monitor wellsarel’s, not 1V's.

PAIGE SMITH, LQD: But will that change now with this treatability being removed?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Maybe industry or Robbie or Steve can answer that as far as when you
look & the parameters for the monitor wells, what is radium typicaly?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: It depends on the operation and how the ore body goes.
Y ou could actudly out infront where you' re not mining have acompleted ring and those monitor wells are
in the ore body because you' re advancing and yeah, they could be Class V.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: But the outsde ore body most likely is Class|.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: But those that are outside, at our operation, the majority
of themare Class|. We may have some Class |1 and there may be radium with 6 picoCuries per liter but
in our case, we' retypicdly below 5.

STEVE INGLE, LQD: As Donna said, some of these wdls in some areas are Class |1l and thisis the
economic orebody. A lot of timesthesefrontswill go for milesand they will intersect the monitor well ring.
So therecanbewels in the monitor well ring and | think we ve seen some in these operations where you
do have radium that’ s present above 5 picoCuries per liter a the monitor well ring.

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: Never the less, each one of those wdls is treated separately so you're
restoring water back to the class of use. Themodding, if you're working for DEQ and the indudtry, is
tryingto restorethat aguifer, the industry and the DEQ may st down and say let’ slook at some transport
flow models to see how close you recomingto restoration. Onceyou’ verestored it you' ve dropped that
level down and you've looked at the bottom of that curve and you say okay, things are okay now, let’s not
gpend any more money or time on this modd. This suggestion says that eventualy or if something
happened and you had a threat, youcould go back to the modding because you' re dill responsible for the
restoration of those aquifers. Am | right?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Yes.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Until the bond is rel eased.

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: | don't see the pros and cons of whether you're going to model or
not going to mode are redly that important. Initidly, youmay have to do flow and trangport modeling to

prove your case.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Roberta, have you had incidents like that where you hit a certain level
and then you have to come back and do modding?
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ROBERTA HOY, LQD: There s been one...wdl we haven't redly addressed it. Thereisonethat | can
think of that we're reviewing and is gill under discussion in terms of restoration. It was the operators
initigtive to do modding to demonstrate what was happeninginthatinstance. Wehaven't necessarily asked
for it. It'sbeen donein the oneingtance that | canthink of but not inthe others. What | started to do but
didn’'t get it done is to look at how much difference it would make in terms of classification between
whether you included 100 picoCuries per liter or not. In terms of the wells in the monitor well ring, let’s
say out of 20 wells, 19 of themwere Class| withthe radium treatability standard of 100. If you don't have
the 100 and it's only five then you might have 17 wells that are Class| and thenthe otherswould be Class
V. That'sonly based on about 2 well fields. It does make adifference but | couldn’t tell you in terms of
having gone through dl of the well field datawhich | haven't done yet.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: So from what has taken place, when industry se€'s that problem,
they’ re going to switch to modding anyway to try to resolve the issue as has been past/present practice.

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: Just intheonel mentioned. In terms of wel fidd restoration packages there's
only been two submitted, right Steve?

STEVE INGLE, LQD: Right.
ROBERTA HOY, LQD: Of those two, one choose to do modeling.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: | think we've had clarification on this. Unless somebody disagrees,
we'll gick with Harry and Jin' s recommendetion.

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: Jm, could you repeat what you said?

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: If the restored groundwater in the production zone poses a threet,
flow and fate modds and transport modds shdl be used to assst in determination of that threat...what
needs to be done | suppose would be better wording. Determination of what action needs to be taken.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Jm, | think you need to include the rest of that sentence.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: You're right. Threat to groundwaters class of use outside the
production zone...right....then flow models and fate and transport models shall be used.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: And so it's real Smple from the indudtries stand point, you clean it up
to BPT or to background standards and no modding is required. But if your by-product of the mining is
posing a threat to the class of use of the groundwater outside that zone, | think modding is entirely

appropriate.

BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: | guess my understanding is that even if it's cleaned up to thet leve,
if the hydrology of the Situation is such that the disturbance has been such, it could il require modding.
That'swhat | heard the one gentleman say anyway.
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?: Well it comes back to the class of use of the outside aquifer.
BOARD MEMBER GAMPETRO: If it'sathrest to the class of use of the outsde aquifer.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Are there any questions on paragraph three? If not, looking at the
Mining Association’s proposa there, they added afourth paragraph of informationwhile the DEQ did not
have that information. Where does the group stand on that?

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Rick, you had some specific comments about that didn’'t you?

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: My concern isthat the Voluntary Remediation Program is farly new and
we have not had much experience as to how it would or could apply toindtu. My gut reaction isthat we
should leave it out until we have more experience in other programs as to how it worksto seeif it would
work here. Gary’ scomment wasthat to changethat wordshall inthe firg sentenceto may because again,
| think Gary stated that he wasn't sure if they could apply that indl cases or if they could apply it at dll.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Mr. Chairman, | think what we're doing in this paragraph is restating
the Environmenta Quality Act and | guess | would question why we would want to do that in a policy
document. Thelanguage isthere, it'sin the Act, DEQ hasto enforce that as it is written so why bring it
back into this policy statement?

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Gary, how do you fed about this?

GARY BEACH, wQD: | think you could just do the reference of 35-11-1605, Article 16 and stop it
there and not recite what'sin the Act.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: I'm confused again. Are we saying that it may not apply but this is going
to be dlowing this to gpply?

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: No. They have an option to look at that if.....
BOARD MEMBER CAHN: If it gpplieswithin the Act.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: | think if | understand Lorie, | think they’re trying to get some history
or find out how it worksinthe whole industry and it may or may not be suitable for this particular industry
but there may be the opportunity.

ROBERTA HOY, LQD: | have a question in terms of trying to gpply the policy because it dmogt seems
like you' re cresting a contradictory Stuationbecause you have standards that talk about dlass of usein the
previous paragraph and then dl of a sudden you're switching over and saying risk assessment. You're
switching between types of regulationsif you will. There are standards set and all that' s talked about up
hereand thendl of asuddenyou re switching gears and talking about risk assessment. Intermsof looking
at 1605 someone brought up the digibility criteriaand it isn't clear that these Steswould be digibleinterms
of the way the statutes written. To me, interms of trying to read the policy and being the one to interpret
it and try to regulateit, it would redlly create a contradictory Stuation to me.
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DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Mr. Charman, agan, | think the key words to this
paragraph are: the use and thenof risk based assessments. We're not necessarily wanting to be part of
Article 16. We want to be able to use arisk based assessment as another toal. If there's something that
posesathreat, we |l do flow models, fate and transport models. We want the ability to dso userisk based
asessments. That's al we' re asking for here.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Inyour concept usng the risk based, are you looking at what's the risk
to that class of use or are you saying risk to humans or animals?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: Wédl that's why we included the language so that everyone
could seewhat it isthat....it" sredly looking at the risk to human hedlth. Now if someone thinks we should
look at livestock...that's certainly....

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: | guess my concern would be that if the standard is class of use and you
decideto baseyour risk andysis...that if youleave it likeit is; it won't impact humans or animas, you may
gill impact class of use but yet the risk says you' re okay therefore you don’'t have to do anything. | think
that’s our concern.

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: No, we dill have the sandard of use but if you think it poses
athreat, we want to be able to tell you that it does not pose a threat and this would just be another toal.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: | havealot of heartburn with this part because of the wording: use of risk
based assessmentsto demonstr ate protection of groundwater outsideof the production zone....that's
apretty large area..

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: It'sthe monitor well.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: It doesn't say that. It says outside of the production zone. For example,
and tdl meif I'mway off base, let’s say you had a Class | groundwater monitoring well but thereisno
current use of that for domestic use and you decide that you don’t have to meet the sandard at that well
becauseyoucan usearisk based approach and there' sno receptor there. Thenyou could say it doeshave
concentrations of this which...but arisk assessment is going to say the nearest receptor is at thislocation
and they’ re two milesaway so it’ sokay because we don't currently have areceptor here. That's the way
| read this and I'm uncomfortable with it.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Wouldn't you have the gpplication of the Artide 16?7 Wouldn't you
have that if you quaified for it under any circumstance?

DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: If we qudified for this?
BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: If your property would qudify for Voluntary Remediation.
DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: We could aways apply for that, yes.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: Okay, so regardless of whether it's in the policy or not, you'd be able
to do that.
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DONNA WICHERS, COGEMA MINING: That's right. We were, again, just looking at another tool
and that’ s risk based assessment in addition to fate and transport modeling.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: | understand that but | perceive a problem here and | think the problem
liesin trying to bring one Act in with another. 1t'd be my recommendation that we drop this one at this
point snce you would sill be digible under the Act assuming that your property would qudify.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: | get that people are in favor of your suggestion. We have gone over
three paragraphs and | would suggest that each board vote on the suggestion here today unlessthereis
more discussion.

BOARD MEMBER CAHN: | would like discusson on the treatability of groundwater to a Class |
dandard. Again, to meinterms of treatability for radium, there seemsto be two issues: 1) the treatability
by ahome owner and 2) the treatability by aminingcompany. | don't think it' sonerousat dl for the mining
company to treat radium since it can very easily be removed from water softening and the ion exchange
type processes. The mining company is very used to handling radioactive substances and knows about
disposd. | need some darification in terms of whét is this intended for, the mining company or the home
owner? | understand Gary’ s concerns about it being potentiadly a hedth concern for the home owner to
be doing thistype of treatment but thisisn't specificaly saying that treatagbility......that radium will not be
consdered as treatable due to concerns withthe safe disposal of any water trestment by product. To me
that needs clarification.

BOARD MEMBER LABONDE: Mr. Chairman, if | could daify. Thisis referencing Section 5, Chapter
8 which meansthat it’'s pertaining to the classfication of the water. It redly does not involve treatability
from the home owners stand point or the mining industry. It'swhen DEQ dassifies that water and what
they're saying is due to the hazards associated withradioactive by- productsinthe treatment process that
if the radium is actualy over 5 picoCuries that it would not qualify as Class | water. Previoudy, it would
have been classified as Class|.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: If there are no more questions maybe Rick can tdl us what was
decided in those three paragraphs and then each board can separately vote on the acceptance of this
document.

RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Starting under the Groundwater Classification Within and Outside the
Production Zone, the first sentence that was moved by WMA will be moved back toit' s origina position
in the Land Quality verdgon.

The other changes proposed by WMA are accepted with the addition of the language after the monitor
well ring to say for the aquifer containing the ore body.

The next paragraph strike out the proposed change by WMA and replace the language by LQD.

The next paragraph: reword the language submitted by WMA to what Jm stated. | didn’t catch dl of it
but it's bascdly restructuring the sentence to clarify when there's athrest to the class of use outside the
production zone then fate and transport modeling be required.
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| wasn't clear on the flow models. My understanding was that it would be kept but there was aso
discussion that it was redundant but | think we said we' d keep it.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: And we would omit WMA'’sreferenceto Law 1605, Article 16?
RICK CHANCELLOR, LQD: Yes.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: WEe'll proceed at this time that each Chairman will poll their members.
| would accept a motion from the Land Qudity board on this document at thistime.

BOARD MEMBER PROFFITT: So moved.

BOARD MEMBER MUNN: | second that.

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: The mation has been made and moved. Any additiond discusson?
BOARD MEMBER SKILBRED: As amended right?

BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: As amended. Thank you. Hearing none, al in favor of the gpprova
of this document sgnify by saying aye.

LQD BOARD MEMBERS: Aye.
BOARD MEMBER GINGERY: Those opposed? It's gpproved unanimoudly.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: As Chairman of the Water and Waste Advisory Board I'd ask for a
moation.

BOARD MEMBER SKINNER: I’d make a motion that we adopt the proposal as amended.
BOARD MEMBER GRAHAM: | second the motion.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: All of those in favor sgnify by saying aye.

WQD/WASTE BOARD MEMBERS: Aye.

BOARD MEMBER GEORGE: All opposed say nay. The motion is unanimoudy carried.
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